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possible. Even though this request can
be treated as an emergency, which
would allow the spending to be added
to the deficit, it makes sense to offset
as much as we can. It makes sense to
cancel or cut programs that are waste-
ful or lack merit, but I strongly object
to some of the cuts that the House
made.

To begin with, the House of Rep-
resentatives got about half of its off-
sets from nondefense programs at a
time when it is already moving to
make deep cuts in domestic programs.
We read about them every day now.
The House intends to rescind about $17
billion from nondefense spending in the
next few weeks. The domestic side of
the budget is getting slaughtered, and I
cannot justify taking money from al-
ready depleted domestic accounts to
pay for defense spending when the de-
fense budget is the only one being pro-
tected.

We ought not cut domestic programs
to provide funding for defense espe-
cially when we have not examined
carefully every Pentagon program. We
ought to, to the extent we can, fund
this internally, find the offsets within
the Pentagon’s own budget.

Mr. President, for many years, the
defense budget was protected by a wall
that prevented the Congress from raid-
ing defense to pay for underfunded do-
mestic programs, and some of the
strongest defenders of the so-called
budget wall when it protected defense
now want to rip it down rather than
allow it to protect domestic programs.
Members of Congress who supported
such a wall must recognize that it
works both ways. Just as it Kkept
money from going out of defense to the
domestic budget, it should keep funds
from being transferred out of domestic
and into the defense budget.

So I am profoundly bothered by the
notion of paying for any of this defense
supplemental with cuts in nondefense
spending. If offsets are necessary, the
Senate ought to examine the Penta-
gon’s budget, make tough decisions and
cut funding for lower priority defense
programs.

Now, I think there are plenty of low-
priority programs that exist there, but
if the Pentagon does not agree then the
threat of internal cuts might give it an
incentive to explore other alternatives,
and I will give you an example. One is
to have our allies pay their fair share
of our costs of being represented in
those countries where we help provide
a defense mechanism for them as well
as for the world at large.

The bill already contains over $300
million in such contributions. We can
and we should get more. That is what
happened in the Persian Gulf conflict,
and that is what ought to happen here
now as well.

But, Mr. President, if in the end we
cannot find enough outside contribu-
tions or internal defense cuts to fully
pay for this supplemental, then we
ought to declare the remainder an
emergency as the law allows.
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Under the rules of the budget process
and common sense, we can, if we must,
say that emergency spending should be
added to the deficit, and that is what
the American public does when they
face an emergency in their own lives;
when a family member gets sick, they
do not deny themselves medical care
just because it has to go on a credit
card. The same reasoning ought to
apply to the Federal Government. And
I see no reason to insist on fiscal pu-
rity in dealing with this supplemental
especially when it is already mathe-
matically unbalanced.

As Congressman OBEY, the ranking
member on the House Appropriations
Committee, pointed out, the supple-
mental the House passed is balanced
only in terms of budget authority.
Now, the distinguished occupant of the
chair sits on the Budget Committee
with me, and we clearly know the dif-
ference between outlays and budget au-
thority.

In terms of outlays—the actual
money that we spend—this supple-
mental adds $282 million to the deficit
this year and $644 million to the deficit
each year over 5 years. In terms of fis-
cal purity, this bill is already sullied,
so that no ideological argument can be
properly raised against overtly declar-
ing some of this bill an emergency.

Mr. President, as the Senate con-
siders the House-passed supplemental, I
hope we are going to modify it in ways
that I have suggested. I think it is im-
portant that the public be aware of
what happens when we rely on domes-
tic programs to fund some of the De-
fense Department’s needs—not that
each should not get its fair consider-
ation. But too often the term ‘‘domes-
tic programs’ obscures the real mis-
sion that we undertake. When we see
these days that child nutrition pro-
grams are being either cut or with-
drawn, when we see programs for edu-
cation in our country, a vital part of
our development, our competitive op-
portunities in the future and to sta-
bilize our society, are being cut, in
many ways, Mr. President, I think the
domestic programs offer us as much by
way of defense of what we care about in
our country as does the military budg-
et.

So as we review this, I do not believe
the argument that says we are going to
weaken our defenses, we are going to
reduce our strength applies. We need to
build our strength in our domestic pro-
grams as well as our military pro-
grams.

Mr. President, I hope we will be able
to look at this, modify our view on
whether or not the House of Represent-
atives supplemental as it is being of-
fered is something that we should ac-
cept as is. We ought to make the
changes we feel are necessary to pro-
vide for both major parts of our budget.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.
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Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak on lead-
ers’ time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, my
comments on health care begin with a
thank you to the Democratic leader,
Senator DASCHLE, for insisting that
health care reform top our legislative
agenda in 1995. It would have been easy
for Senator DASCHLE to ignore an issue
that has obviously gone from very hot
to very cold in the wink of a political
eye.

In fact, Mr. President, as I was think-
ing about what it was I was going to
say in response to Senator DASCHLE’S
invitation to come here this morning, I
thought of a tune that I learned in my
childhood. I was, unfortunately, unable
to locate the junior Senator from New
York, who I am sure would have come
here and sung it for me here on the
floor, so I will have to resort to reading
it instead of singing it. But the song
goes:

Where or where has my little dog gone

Oh where oh where can he be

With his tail cut short and his ears down
long

Oh where oh where can he be?

Where has the health care issue
gone? Did all those uninsured Ameri-
cans get coverage while I was out cam-
paigning for reelection? Did the horror
stories cure themselves? Did the mar-
ket fix the whole darn thing? Or did we
just grow weary of having to educate
the American people on a subject too
attractive for even the amateur dema-
gogue to resist?

Last year, as we struggled against
the odds, to hold together a group of
Republican and Democratic Senators
who saw health care reform as moral
and economic imperative I said:

In our hearts, where we are able to under-
stand the need for health care security, and
in our heads, where the numbers are cal-
culated, we know the status quo is not ac-
ceptable.

What was true last year is even more
true this year. There are still tens of
millions of Americans who work but
who cannot afford to bury health insur-
ance. There is still forecast a stag-
gering and unaffordable increase in
Federal health care spending over the
next 10 years. The impressive and un-
precedented change in the marketplace
while giving us hope that costs can be
controlled has not altered the need for
reform. And, the horror of job lock,
lack of portability, and fear of
uninsurability are still tormenting
millions of our citizens.

Unfortunately for these Americans
they do not represent a majority, or
even a powerful enough minority. The
majority are comfortably and tempo-
rarily able bodied, fully insured, and
employed. And, the majority has been
led incorrectly to believe that the sta-
tus quo is just fine.
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However, the status quo is, in fact,
unacceptable, and I am encouraged
that Senator DASCHLE, Senator DOLE,
and other Republican and Democratic
Senators continue to work for change.
We must not give up this fight.

I hope we will have the courage this
year to consider more than just a little
change. I am encouraged by many of
the things that I have heard, again
from both Republicans and Democrats,
about how we can alter our current
Federal and our private sector pro-
grams. I hope, for example, we will con-
sider changing the way eligibility oc-
curs. Rather than proving that you are
poor enough or proving that you are
old enough or disabled enough or that
you work for just the right boss, it
would be better in my judgment, more
efficient and simpler and fairer to sim-
ply say that if you can prove that you
are an American or a legal resident,
that is how you become eligible for our
system.

Once eligibility occurs, however, we
must make it clear that all Americans
have to contribute, both financially
and in a personal way to cost controls.
Otherwise the system will not work.

I hope we will consider changing the
rules so that health rather than health
care is the goal of our system. Incen-
tives should be present to providers
and patients to become healthier and
not sicker. This is particularly true for
families with babies. The responsibility
for care should not end after 1 day nor-
mal delivery.

I hope we reform insurance practices
so that everyone can purchase health
insurance regardless of health or job
status, so that we make it more likely
that in the long run we can achieve a
system where all Americans are eligi-
ble for coverage.

I hope we reform the Government
health programs, not simply by cutting
payments to providers but by studying
ways to provide more options to bene-
ficiaries and allowing market forces to
reduce costs, so that we make it more
likely that we can achieve a system
where all Americans are eligible for
health coverage.

I hope we reform the Tax Code so
that the self-employed have the same
incentives as larger companies to pur-
chase health insurance, so that we
make it more likely that we can
achieve a system where all Americans
are eligible for health care.

I do hope we reform our tort system
as well, so the fear of being sued does
not dominate the relationship between
the provider and the patient. But above
all, I hope we do not forget the stories
we all told last year about Americans
and businesses who needed a changed
system in order to have the freedom to
pursue their dream without the fear of
financial ruin. I intend to work and
support reform that improves the cur-
rent health care situation and makes it
more likely that we can achieve a sys-
tem where all Americans are eligible
for health care. I am confident that if
we continue working on this issue as a
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priority issue we can pass reform legis-
lation this year that improves the
short term situation and that makes it
more likely that we can achieve, in the
long term, a solution to the problem of
access to and the high cost of health
care for all Americans.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). Without objection, it is
so0 ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak in morn-
ing business for not to exceed 15 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
A REGULATORY MORATORIUM

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I think
it is vitally important, when we are en-
gaged in debates that we have the facts
on legislative issues that come before
this body. I am concerned about a
statement that was made by President
Clinton on Tuesday, February 21, deal-
ing with the issue of a regulatory mor-
atorium, a moratorium which is co-
sponsored by 35 or 36 Senators.

The President stated—and I will
quote, ‘“The House will be voting on an
across-the-board freeze on all Federal
regulations.” Mr. President, that is not
correct. Neither the House bill nor the
companion bill in the Senate freeze all
Federal regulations. Our bills contain a
lot of exemptions, so the President’s
statement is factually incorrect.

He said, ‘“‘For example, it would stop
the Government from allocating rights
to commercial fishermen.” That is not
true.

He said, ‘It would stop the Govern-
ment from authorizing burials at Ar-
lington Cemetery.”” That is not true. It
was not true in the House bill, and it is
not true in the Senate bill.

Mr. President, both bills have excep-
tions for routine administrative action.
Certainly burials at Arlington Ceme-
tery are routine administrative ac-
tions, as well as the Government allo-
cating rights to commercial fishermen.
These are routine Government actions.
Actually, we have given the President
eight exceptions to the regulatory mor-
atorium. The President’s statement
says that it would stop good regula-
tions, bad regulations, and in-between
regulations—all regulations. Again,
that is totally, completely factually
misleading and inaccurate. I am both-
ered by that.

I think it is fine to be engaged in the
debate, and the President has the op-
tion to veto this legislation if he choos-
es, but when he speaks against it he
has the obligation to the American
people and to the Congress to give the
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facts. Clearly, his statements are not
accurate. The President even said our
moratorium would cancel the duck
hunting season. Clearly, again that is
not the case. It will not cancel duck
hunting season. The establishment of a
duck hunting season is clearly a rou-
tine administrative action.

I ask unanimous consent that a list
of all the exceptions that we have in
the moratorium legislation be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SEC. 5. EXCEPTIONS.

(a) Section 3(a) or 4(a), or both, shall not
apply to a significant regulatory action if—

(1) the head of a Federal agency otherwise
authorized to take the action submits a writ-
ten request to the President, and a copy
thereof to the appropriate committees of
each house of the Congress;

(2) the President finds, in writing, the ac-
tion is—

(A) necessary because of an imminent
threat to human health or safety or other
emergency;

(B) necessary for the enforcement of crimi-
nal laws;

(C) related to a regulation that has as its
principal effect fostering economic growth,
repealing, narrowing, or streamlining a rule,
regulation, administrative process, or other-
wise reducing regulatory burdens;

(D) issued with respect to matters relating
to military or foreign affairs or inter-
national trade agreements;

(E) principally related to agency organiza-
tion, management, or personnel;

(F) a routine administrative action, or
principally related to public property, loans,
grants, benefits, or contracts;

(G) requested by an agency that supervises
and regulates insured depository institu-
tions, affiliates of such institutions, credit
unions, or government sponsored housing en-
terprises; or

(H) limited to interpreting, implementing,
or administering the internal revenue laws
of the United States; and

(3) the Federal agency head publishes the
finding and waiver in the Federal Register.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, maybe
somebody from the administration will
read those exceptions and realize that
we have given the President a great
deal of flexibility and opportunity to
exempt those regulations that he
deems are important or necessary to
protect public health and safety.

I hope he will reconsider his opposi-
tion to this moratorium. I hope my col-
leagues will support it because I think
we have gone to great lengths to try to
make sure that we would give flexi-
bility where needed but also to stop un-
necessary and expensive regulations
and give us a chance to pass real regu-
latory reform with cost-benefit anal-
ysis to make sure benefits exceed costs.

I mention my concerns about the
President’s statements on the regu-
latory moratorium because he has also
made misleading statements in regard
to the budget and budget items.

The President of the United States a
couple of days ago mentioned in an ar-
ticle that he had trimmed the Federal
bureaucracy by 100,000 workers, and cut
the deficit by $600 billion in his first 2
years in office.
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